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FERGUSON, J .j

LEA v. LAING.
Security for COStS-RUte 1243- Gos/s of former action unp6aid-SOlctûK

Want of au/hon/ty..fo
Upon an application by the defendant under Rule 1243 for security for

costs, upon the ground that the costs of a former action brought agail t a,
by the sarme plaintiff for the same cause, and discontinued, remairleduP
the plaintiff contended that the former action, though brought by a solicitor in

his name, was brought without his authority.th
Held that there should be no discussion as to the incidence Of the Cot

of a prior action, known to the plaintiff, when the proper steps tO ge 'id o

these costs have not been taken by the plaintiff, prior to the laulch ing ofh

second action.
N F Davidson, for the plaintiff.
Aylesworth, Q.C., and FJ. Travers, for the defendant.

MEREDITH, C.J., [ 6
ROSE, J. }

AIN RE TORONTO, HiAMILTON ANI) BUFFAL.O R. W. CO AND alaEN
APPOeal-Divisional or-ata c-re ofjudgePe'sona dest,

judge making an order under sec. 165 of the Dominion nailwa t for51 Vict., C. 29, for payment out of Court of compensation meYa t o
the Court, but as persona designata by the statute; and no aPPe

Divisional Court lies from his order. h'ee16SC z
Ganadian Paczfic R. W. GO. v. Lit/le Semninary of Sie.Tere,6

606) followed.
E'. Mar/in) Q.C., for the land-owners.
D'Arcy Ta/e, for the railway company.

MEREDITH, C.JA, [Julie 'ô.
ROSE, J.

QUEEN V. SIMîPSON. c
Pharmacy Ac/-Keeping o0en shop- Unregzs/ered druggist-Rg' 0'.O. i

The defendant being owner of a large departmental store diphare Ilr~tIlîg eadâe
convicted under R.S.0. C. 15 1, sec. 24, for keeping open shop for real g34 ra

sing and comnPounding Poisons contrary to R.S.O.0 5,sc 4 e
that part of is soewas set apart for the drug departmelt and Wasud chlist
management and control of one Lusk, a duly qualifed and certified *î

registered under the Pharmacy Act, who dispensed the drugS, gn .f whis
the same o11 which the defendaitt's name was printed, and on soneo Th d
own name was also printed with the word Ildruggist " under it. The ndtc 0

ant was neyer inside of the drug department nor iriterfered with dhe CO- the
the business. Lusk purchased ail the drugs on bis own judgient~ bi iortioli

defendant's Monley, who received the proceeds, Lusk recei ving eti


